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Section 1: Governor’s Task Force on
Local Government Services and

Fiscal Stability
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I The Importance of Local Government

EXAMPLES:

-The Economy-
* Local Government services are crucial part of economic growth

 Financial stress among local units may negate economic
development efforts

-Health & Human Services-
» County Mental Health facilities

-Hometown Security-
e Police/Fire Service
o Courts/Jails

-Better Government-

* As the unit of government closest to citizens, local government
can provide services effectively and efficiently
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Local Government Fiscal Stress

* Fund balances are declining
Average fund balance as a % of general fund expenditures

2003 2004
Municipal 26% 22%
County 12.5% 12%

* One Measure of Financial distress increasing
Units with less than 10% fund equity (fund balance/total expenditures)

2003 2004
Municipal 27% 32%
County 53% 60%
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Task Force On Local Government
Services and Fiscal Stability

GOAL:

Make recommendations
regarding State level policy
that will help foster local
government stability and
efficient service provision
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Task Force: Organization

o Executive Order 2005-9

« 15 members representing cities, counties, and
townships, and State Treasurer and State
Budget Director

 Organized and directed by the Michigan
Department of Treasury

» Staffed by Michigan State University Extension
State and Local Government Program

11
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Task Force: Members

Name Unit Represented Position
Karl 8. Tomion City of Midland City Manager
Rillastine R. Wilkins City of Muskegon Heights Mayor

Gerald W. Ambrose

Ingham County

County Controller

Patricia J. Pikka

Wakefield Township

Township Clerk

Larry T. Rutledge LaSalle Township Supervisor

Tom L Hickner Bay County County Executive

Ruth Ann Jamnick Charter Township of Ypsilanti Supervisor

David M. Diegal Macomb County Finance Director

Alex R. Allie City of Huntington Woods City Manager

Sean K. Werdlow City of Detroit Former Chief Financial Officer

Scott D. Buhrer City of Grand Rapids Asst. City Manager for Fiscal Services
David M. Hieber Oakland County Manger of Equalizations

Donald H. Gilmer

Kalamazoo County

County Administrator

Timothy J. Braun

Charter Township of Saginaw

Township Supervisor
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Findings of Fact (cont.)

» Local units of government deliver essential public
services that sustain economic development

* Deferring maintenance has left many local governments
with crumbling infrastructure and growing future cost
liabilities.

= State policies play an important role in encouraging
local cooperation and overcoming initial hurdles

 There is a lack of data to analyze the impact of economic
change on local governments

15
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Recommendations

» The State must rebuild its commitment and partnership with
local government by fully funding the Revenue Sharing Act

* The General Property Tax Act should be amended to exempt
increases in Taxable Value from Headlee millage rollback
requirements following the transfer of property

* Public Act 312 of 1969 must be reviewed to better define ability to
pay and require specific, impartial actuarial cost information for
pension modifications

 Consider policy mandates to assure local governments have a
long term financial plan to adequately fund post retirement
benefits.
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Section II: Intergovernmental

Cooperation and Municipal
Consolidation

19
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States With the Largest Number of Local

Governments
State Number of Rank
Gover?ments

lllinois 6,835 1

Pennsylvania 5,070 2
Texas 4,700 3
California 4,607 4
Kansas 3,950 5
Ohio 3,597 6
Minnesota 3,501 7
Missouri 3,416 8
New York 3,413 9

Indiana 3,198 10

21
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Intergovernmental Cooperation

e Mutual aid
e Contracting with

another gov't for

services e City/County mergers
e Sharing facilities e ANnexation

Service
Contracts

Resource
Sharing

IGC/JPS*  Consolidation

e Sharing info e Merged departments
e Shared Equipment e Authorities
e Purchasing ¢ Insurance, risk management

and investment pools
e Service provision transfer
* Regional Planning

*Intergovernmental Cooperation/Joint Public Service
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Types of Consolidation
« Geographic Consolidation
- Annexation and 425 agreements

e Functional Consolidation

- Cooperating with neighboring jurisdictions to provide
services; political units still exist

- Generally done in two ways
» Contracting
« Creating a special authority

e Political Consolidation

- Merger of two or more political units to form one

- In Michigan, this is only accomplished if all jurisdictions
vote affirmative

25
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| Cooperation— Areas of Opportunity

e Planning and Zoning
- No obvious major cost savings

» Transportation and Roads

- In rural roads, but MI already has MI has already
undertaken this process

« Property Assessment

- Research underway; some may exist but not a major cost
center

| « Internal Services

- No real research, but business process model may make
the case for cost savings

27
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' Consolidation: Case in Point

» Newly Consolidated Iron River, MI

» Stambaugh, Iron River and Mineral Hills (July, 2000
merged)

» Were There Cost savings?

- Yes, per capita expenditures fell from $407 per capita to
$368 per capita

- These results are not transferable to larger urban settings

29
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Other State Programs for Incentives

e Maine

- Fund for the Efficient Delivery of Local and
Regional Services ($2-$4 million)

e New York

- Shared Municipal services Incentive Program
($25 million)

- Shared Municipal services Technical Assistance
project

» New Jersey

- Sharing available Resources Eff1c1ently”
— (SHARE)($4.2 million) )

L =g Suap v Fppe we g S )
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Policy Proposals
e Financial Incentives

- Matching grants to facilitate cooperation and
overcome transition costs

 Legal Barriers & Regulatory Relief

- Alter Intergovernmental Cooperation laws
to allow full flexibility (in particular,
staffing)

e Formation of Local Government Commission
and Center for Intergovernmental
Cooperation

33
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